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Abstract: In the past few decades, multiple theoretical studies have highlighted the diverse capabilities
of freshwater fishpond systems in the provision of water-related ecosystem services (ESs). However,
practical studies to confirm this statement are still lacking in the scientific literature compared to
other ecosystems. In this paper, we reveal the ESs of three semi-intensively managed fishpond
systems in Hungary and assess the knowledge and perceptions of local experts about them and their
main interactions. Between 2017 and 2019, we performed participatory research on the fishpond
systems of Biharugra, Akasztó, and Szeged, conducting a total of 22 structured interviews with
experts from all related stakeholder groups. Based on the interviews, we identified 16 actively
used ESs (4 provisioning, 7 regulating, and 5 cultural ESs) and also revealed 19 main forms of
impacts (14 positive and 5 negative) related to them. Despite their different perceptions and demands
associated with fish farms, almost every expert articulated the role of semi-intensive fish farming in the
sustenance of water-related natural values and ecosystem services, endangered by the ongoing effects
of global warming. Besides confirming the theoretical statements of previous studies, these findings
could also provide information for subsequent land-use planning, with the aim of creating more
sustainable, multifunctionally used fishpond systems.
Keywords: ecosystem services; ES impacts; sustainability; freshwater fishpond system; semi-intensive
aquaculture; participatory research; Hungary
1. Introduction
Based on the definition of the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), aquaculture is the
organized rearing, feeding, propagation, or protection of aquatic resources (fishes, crustaceans, molluscs,
aquatic plants, algae, etc.) for commercial, recreational, or public purposes [1]. Aquaculture has
developed rapidly over the last 50 years and today, it is one of the fastest growing primary production
sectors worldwide [2], providing more than 64.2% (approximately 54.4 million tons) of the world’s food
fish supply [1] every year. For a long time, this sector was mostly known for its important productional
function; however, after the events of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment [3], a great variety of
studies have been conducted to identify and characterize the ecosystem services (ESs) [3] of many
different natural and artificial ecosystems around the world, including fishpond systems. Due to the
immense work of scientists and different scientific platforms, such as the Intergovernmental Platform
on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) [4], more support has been produced for the idea
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that aquaculture is also able to ensure ESs far beyond its productional function and could provide
alternative utilization options.
After recognizing its optional capabilities, the need for multifunctionality in aquaculture was
articulated back in 2010, when the first guidelines (e.g., Ecosystem Approach to Aquaculture (EAA)),
were created to support sustainability in this sector [5], based on the recommendations of the United
Nations Convention on Biological Diversity [6]. The diverse potential of sustainable aquaculture
was also confirmed by Willot et al. [7], who identified 41 different ESs from the list of the Common
International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES) [8] that could be provided by these
aquaecosystems [9].
The ongoing effects of global warming have also increased the importance of artificially managed
fish farms [10], as natural wetlands have already lost 50% of their original area in Europe and
Central Asia [11,12] due to their sensitivity to the changing environmental conditions [13,14],
severely threatening many water-related taxa (especially bird species). The area of fishpond systems,
on the contrary, has remained more stable due to their continuous water level regulation (e.g., inundation,
drainage, and water supply). In the last decades, farming ponds have also been highlighted as regional
biodiversity hotspots, providing habitats and refuges for some of the most endangered wetland
species [15–18]. In particular, Barange et al. [10] and Naylor et al. [19] have indicated that the only way
to ensure the long-term function of fishpond systems as refuge areas is to enhance the sustainability
in fish farming activities. The European Commission has also provided guidance on how aquaculture
activities could be integrated within Natura 2000 to revitalize degraded wetlands [20,21]. The Natural
Park of the La Brenne network in France, the Bahía de Cadiz Natural Park in Spain, and the Sado
Estuary in Portugal are good examples of this coexistence [20].
In the scientific literature, plenty of articles could be found on the ES providing capabilities of
marine aquacultures (or maricultures) and coastal fish farms [22,23]. On the contrary, studies about
freshwater aquaculture’s ESs have somehow remained scarce (e.g., [21,24–27]), and most of the existing
articles are only focused on a few specific ESs [28].
To provide a better picture about freshwater aquaculture’s ES capabilities, the main goal of this
exploratory study is to present the actual ESs of three semi-natural fishpond systems in Hungary.
Given the limited scientific information on this topic, the collection and characterization of ESs were
based on the available knowledge of local experts [4], including stakeholders and decision-makers,
who can provide information on ecosystem dynamics based on their personal experiences [29] that
could support issues with missing data [30]. Integrating local needs and building on indigenous
knowledge are also known to secure local participation and provide opportunities for achieving higher
returns at lower costs [31].
Through participatory research [32,33], as recommended by the IPBES framework [4], between
2017 and 2019, structured interviews were conducted with representative experts from the major
local stakeholder sectors (fish farming, nature conservation, water management, and tourism) of the
semi-intensively managed fishpond systems of Biharugra, Akasztó, and Szeged, in order to reveal
the ESs of the selected fishpond systems and characterize their main impacts and interactions [34].
We hypothesized that these fishpond systems could actually provide a great proportion of the 41 ESs
highlighted by Willot et al. [7], and also hypothesized that, despite their different demands and
perceptions associated with fish farming, all stakeholder sectors would somehow confirm the ability of
semi-intensive aquaculture to provide other water-related ESs besides fish production.
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Characteristics of Hungarian Aquaculture
In Hungary, freshwater aquaculture is the dominant form of fish production due to the lack
of maritime ecosystems. Farming activities mainly focus on the production of common carp
(Cyprinus carpio), practiced in artificial, extensive pond systems. These systems usually consist of
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multiple, soil-based ponds with around 30–40 hectares and between 1 and 2 m deep [35]. Some bigger
fishpond systems in Hungary have more than 2000 hectares. The water for these systems is supplied
by canal networks, which also drain their effluents. In both cases, the flow of water is resolved
gravitationally or with water pumps, depending on landscape and water level contexts.
Traditionally, it takes three years to create market-sized fish, and fish production is mainly
based on the pond’s natural food resources (algae and macroinvertebrates), enhanced by artificial
manuring. Supplementary grain feeding is also applied for higher growth rates [36]. This management
strategy can be generally considered as semi-intensive aquaculture [37,38]. Together with common
carp, additional fish species are also raised in polycultures, such as European catfish (Silurus glanis),
silver carp (Hypophthalmichthys molitrix), grass carp (Ctenopharyngodon idella), zander (Sander lucioperca),
and northern pike (Esox lucius) [36]. In 2018, Hungary had 26,500 hectares of fishponds that produced
approximately 22,500 tons of fish, around 80% of which was common carp [35].
2.2. Characteristics of the Studied Fishpond Systems
To identify the main ESs of semi-intensive fish farms, we selected three Hungarian fishpond
systems, characterized by nature-friendly fish farming technics (Figure 1): The Biharugra fishpond
system, the “Fehértó” of Szeged, and the Akasztó fishpond system. These three fishpond systems are
part of the EU’s Natura 2000 network, which has been created to maintain biodiversity through the
preservation of habitats with high natural value. From a conservation point of view, the semi-natural
freshwater habitats involved in this study are mostly known for their diverse avian fauna, which is
a consequence of their role of providing rich feeding, resting, breeding, and wintering opportunities
for multiple protected migratory and non-migratory bird species.
The Biharugra fishpond system is located approximately 200 km southeast of the Hungarian
capital, close to the Romanian border (46◦57′14.8” N 21◦37′11.6” E). It’s nearly 2000 hectares [39] are
divided into two separate units: The northeastern “Ugra” unit consists of 28 ponds (~500 ha), while the
southwestern “Begécs” unit has 24 ponds (~1500 ha) [39]. It is mainly surrounded by arable fields
and small villages, but some protected meadows and marshes can be also found there. Currently,
two semi-intensive fish farms are functioning there simultaneously (Figure 1).
The “Fehértó” (Whitelake) of Szeged is approximately 170 km southeast of Budapest (46◦20′15.3” N
20◦07′46.9” E). This system is comprised of 2200 hectares and is divided into two distinct units:
The northern part, known as the Old Fehértó, has 17 ponds (~1350 ha), and the New Fehértó or
“Fehértavi Fertő” has 16 ponds (~650 ha). The “Fehértó” only has one functional fish farm and is
surrounded by agricultural fields and urban areas (Figure 1).
The Akasztó fishpond system is located 100 km south of Budapest (46◦44′01.5” N 19◦10′20.1” E).
Compared to the other two systems, it is relatively small (~1000 ha) and cannot be divided into
subregions. This fishpond system has 33 ponds altogether that are shared among three semi-intensive
fish farms in a proportion of around 75, 20, and 5%. Like the other systems, the Akasztó fishpond
system is mostly surrounded by arable lands, but protected marshes and swamps are also represented
there to a greater extent (Figure 1).
2.3. Procedure of ES Collection
To collect information on the ESs of the study fishpond systems, we contacted all of the major
stakeholder groups related to the pond systems and conducted structured interviews [40] with
their representative experts, known as “key-informants” [41] (who could also be stakeholders or
decision-makers). The stakeholder groups were mainly identified by a pilot survey, but we also asked
every expert to recommend other relevant groups or key-informants. Questions in our structured
interview (Table S1) were previously tested on five experts from the field of aquaculture to reveal and
correct any problems. Interviews started with a general briefing about ESs and the main purposes
of our study. Here, we made an extra effort to avoid mentioning specific ESs, in order to guarantee
that interviewees’ answers to further questions were based on their own knowledge. After the
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introduction, we gave every expert a list of ESs, where we summed up the most plausible ESs provided
by Hungarian aquaculture, based on the results of Kerepeczki et al. [42]. The application of a common
list was necessary to avoid possible misunderstandings and different wordings of the interviewees.
Based on their experiences, key-informants selected ESs from the list, including those provided by
their pond system [27]. They were also allowed to suggest new ESs if they judged it necessary. In that
case, we contacted all experts and asked them if the ES in question is also present in their fishpond
system. In the list for each system, we only included those ESs which were highlighted by at least one
key-informant. ESs were classified into the three categories of provisioning, regulating and maintaining,
and cultural ESs, based on the Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES) [8].
To characterize the demands of the different stakeholder groups, key-informants were also asked to
highlight the ESs that are important for their group, and to briefly justify their choices (Table S1).
After the interviews, the number of times that an ES had been mentioned by an expert and the
number of times that it had been highlighted as important were summarized and mean values (mean
mentioning value (MMV) and mean importance value (MIV)) with standard deviations (SD) were
calculated for the three ES categories to characterize the knowledge and demands of key-informants
in different stakeholder sectors.Water 2020, 12, x 4 of 13 
 
 
Figure 1. Selected fishpond systems and their location in Hungary: 1. Biharugra fishpond system; 2. 
Fehértó of Szeged; 3. Akasztó fishpond system (created with QGIS 2.18.10 (Open Source Geospatial 
Foundation, Chicago, IL, USA)). 
2.3. Procedure of ES Collection 
To collect information on the ESs of the study fishpond systems, we contacted all of the major 
stakeholder groups related to the pond systems and conducted structured interviews [40] with their 
representative experts, known as “key-informants” [41] (who could also be stakeholders or decision-
makers). The stakeholder groups were mainly identified by a pilot survey, but we also asked every 
expert to recommend other relevant groups or key-informants. Questions in our structured interview 
(Table S1) were previously tested on five experts from the field of aquaculture to reveal and correct 
any problems. Interviews started with a general briefing about ESs and the main purposes of our 
study. Here, we made an extra effort to avoid mentioning specific ESs, in order to guarantee that 
interviewees' answers to further questions were based on their own knowledge. After the 
introduction, we gave every expert a list of ESs, where we summed up the most plausible ESs 
provided by Hungarian aquaculture, based on the results of Kerepeczki et al. [42]. The application of 
a common list was necessary to avoid possible misunderstandings and different wordings of the 
interviewees. Based on their experiences, key-informants selected ESs from the list, including those 
provided by their pond system [27]. They were also allowed to suggest new ESs if they judged it 
Figure 1. Selected fishpond systems and their location in Hungary: 1. Biharugra fishpond system;
2. Fehértó of Szeged; 3. Akasztó fishpond system (created with QGIS 2.18.10 (Open Source Geospatial
Foundation, Chicago, IL, USA)).
Water 2020, 12, 2144 5 of 13
In general, interviews lasted 1–2 h. Answers were usually written, but additional sound recordings
were also prepared for further analysis, with the permission of the key-informants. Our study complied
with all of the ethical regulations of social research [43–45], in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki. Subjects of the interviews also gave their informed consent before they participated
in the study.
Between 2017 and 2019, we contacted 22 representative experts, including 12 from the fishpond
system of Biharugra, 7 from Szeged, and 3 from Akasztó. Posterior feedbacks of the key-informants
indicated that we had managed to cover every relevant expert and stakeholder group related to each
fishpond system. Based on their interests in the fish farms, we categorized stakeholder groups into
four sectors: Fish farming (fish farmers and fishermen) (FF); nature conservation (rangers of national
park directorates and members of non-governmental organizations with conservational goals) (NC);
water management (experts of governmental water management directorates) (WM); and tourism
(owners of local hotels, recreational and educational centers, etc.) (T) (Table 1).
Table 1. The number of interviewed key-informants, organized by their related fishpond systems and
stakeholder sectors.
Stakeholder Sectors Fishpond Systems
Biharugra Szeged Akasztó Sum
fish farming (FF) 6 1 2 9
nature conservation (NC) 3 3 1 7
water management (WM) 0 2 0 2
tourism (T) 3 1 0 4
sum 12 7 3 22
2.4. Identifying ES-Related Impacts and Interactions
In the second part of our structured interviews, experts were asked to describe any positive or
negative impacts [34] that each of their previously mentioned ESs can have on the environment or other
ESs on the list (Table S1), based on their previous observations. After the interviews, the impacts were
summed up in a list and sent back to key-informants for proofreading. Based on the results, two-way
interactions (trade-offs [46] and synergies [47]) were also identified and discussed with local experts.
3. Results
3.1. Revealed ESs
The results of the structured interviews revealed 16 different ESs (Table S2). Besides fish production,
the group of provisioning ESs included reed production, feed for grazing livestock, and firewood.
Listed regulating and maintaining ESs were microclimate regulation, carbon sequestration and storage,
air quality regulation, water quality regulation, water storage, opportunity for water retention,
and groundwater recharge. In the case of cultural ES aesthetics, cultural heritage/inspirational sources,
opportunities for scientific research, opportunities for environmental education, and recreation were
revealed. Recreation embodied multiple kinds of recreational activities, such as hiking, hunting,
or fishing. Descriptions of the listed ESs above can be found in Table S2.
3.2. The Knowledge and Perceptions of Key-Informants
During our study, fish production (22), recreation (21), and cultural heritage/inspirational sources
(17) gained the highest number of mentions across the fishpond systems (Figure 2a, Table S3),
and cultural ESs were the most frequently selected ES category (MMV: 15.4 ± 4.04) (Table S4).
Fish production (13) and recreation (14) was highlighted the most times as important ESs (Figure 2b).
In this category, experts of FF mainly chose provisioning ESs (MIV: 3 ± 3.37 SD), but they were also
interested in water quality regulation (Figure 2b, Table S5). In NC, cultural ESs were preferred (MIV:
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4 ± 2.74 SD), but the importance of other types of ESs (e.g., reed production) was also occasionally
highlighted (Figure 2b, Table S5). Experts of WM only highlighted opportunities for water retention,
so regulating ESs appeared to be the most important ES group for them (MIV: 0.29 ± 0.76 SD) (Figure 2b,
Table S5). For the members of T, cultural ESs were the most significant (MIV: 1.4 ± 1.67 SD); however,
they also pointed out fish production and carbon sequestration and storage quite frequently (Figure 2b,
Table S5). Collectively, cultural ESs were highlighted the highest number of times as important ESs
(MIV: 6.4 ± 3.91 SD) (Figure 2b, Table S5), despite the different demands of the stakeholder groups.
The results for each fishpond system are reported in the Supplementary Material (Tables S4 and S5).
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service (ES) was hig lighted by the me f each stakeholder sector, where FF—fish farming,
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an ES was highli hted as important for a sta e l er sector, where FF—fish farming, NC—nature
conservation, WM—water management, and T touris .
3.3. Main Impacts and Interactions Betwe n ESs
3.3.1. Positive Impacts
During the interviews, key-informants revealed 14 positive impacts related to the fishpond systems’
ESs (Figure 3, Table S6). Almost all experts agreed that fish production has a central role in the provision
of every other ES in our final list (“Well, essentially everything is related here . . . all things remain as it
is because of the fish production and the water needed for it, that’s the base of all”). Based on the given
answers, this role could be direct and indirect: First, 16 experts said that aquaculture is the primary
reason for the existence and management of fishpond systems (Table S6). Without it, these systems and
their ESs would disappear in a relatively short period of time. As one of our key-informants mentioned,
“even the conservational activities are dependent on the fish farming! . . . Without it, they just cannot
be operated". The direct, positive contributions of fish farming to recreation, carbon sequestration
and storage, and microclimate regulation were also highlighted separately by single key-informants.
Indirect effects of fish production on other ESs were linked to the wildlife of the fishpond systems:
Nine experts mentioned that semi-intensive aquaculture has a very positive effect on the water-related
habitats and wild species of the fishponds, and could provide or enhance additional ESs as some
kind of catalyzer (“the open, muddy surface of the drained ponds serves as a great feeding area for
the birds”). Positive effects of the fishponds’ wildlife communities were highlighted in five cases:
Fish production, reed production, water quality regulation, recreation, and carbon sequestration and
storage. Nine key-informants articulated that fish growth in semi-intensive aquaculture mainly depends
on natural food sources (e.g., algae and macroinvertebrates), managed by manuring. Eight experts
mentioned that the leftovers of this manuring and other polluting materials are mostly eliminated by
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the natural microbiota and reedy vegetation of the ponds. Healthy reed beds were also highlighted
as great contributors to reed production (1 key-informant) and carbon sequestration and storage
(1 key-informant), besides their ability to enhance recreational activities (e.g., hiking) with their
heterogeneous avian fauna (6 key-informants). The only ES that was mentioned as a benefactor to the
wildlife communities of the pond systems besides fish farming was the opportunity for grazing that
keeps the vegetation of banks in a tended condition (1 key-informant) (Figure 3, Table S6).
Based on their personal experiences, two interviewees emphasized that recreational activities
may raise the level of environmental education and scientific research, given the arriving visitors and
tourists who could create reputations for the fishpond systems and their different values (Figure 3,
Table S6).
Last, but not least, one key-informant noticed that the water storage function of the ponds
has beneficial effects on microclimate regulation due to the raised levels of humidity and the heat
absorption/emission of the water bodies that could regulate air temperature nearby the pond systems
(“It cools in summer and heats in winter”) (Figure 3, Table S6).
3.3.2. Negative Impacts
Key-informants revealed five negative impacts during our research that could occur between
certain functions and ESs of fishpond systems (Figure 3, Table S7).
One impact in this category was particularly significant for all members of FF: The negative effects
of wildlife communities on fish production. The most important factor here was the fish consumption
by the great cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo). As fish farmers explained, when assembling into big
groups, cormorants could cause remarkable losses to fish farms, not just with their daily fish-eating
activity, but also through the disturbance and injuries of valuable, market-sized fish. Experts also
highlighted that current options for population control and damage prevention (e.g., sound cannons),
suggested by the European Union, are not effective enough to mitigate the negative effect of cormorants
and there is still no official way to call for compensation from the state or nature conservation agencies.
From the fish farmers’ point of view, two more taxa were mentioned as unpleasant, but far less
maleficent guests in the area besides cormorants: Otter (Lutra lutra) and different seaweed species.
The latter could cause damage to boat engines and create a great obstacle for fishing nets (Figure 3,
Table S7).
Three experts drew our attention to the possible negative impacts of reed production on fishponds’
wildlife communities. As they explained, harvesting big, continuous areas without limitations could
cause a great loss in natural values, mainly in terms of the avian fauna (“ . . . they (the birds) need
those old, rancid fields of reed for living”). Fortunately, this problem was already recognized and
managed by periodically changing harvesting mosaics and with a carefully selected working period
(January–February) that does not disturb the breeding of protected bird species. Despite the regulations,
one interviewee highlighted that reed production can also negatively affect the scientific research and
monitoring activities of bird species if harvesting is implemented close to research areas (Figure 3,
Table S7).
Finally, recreation was highlighted as a factor that could harm fish production and the wildlife
communities of fishpond systems through disturbance caused by tourists and visitors. These negative
effects, however, were only mentioned by one key-informant, and they only occurred a few times
(Figure 3, Table S7).
3.3.3. Trade-Offs and Synergies
Summarizing the answers of key-informants regarding the different impacts of each ESs revealed
four types of trade-off and one type of synergy related to the fishpond systems’ ESs. As is highlighted
in Figure 3, recreation was found to be in a trade-off with fish production and with the fishpond
systems’ wildlife communities, as the presence of tourists could potentially disturb both fish farming
activities and local fauna. Recreational opportunities, however, could provide a great source of income
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for FF, NC, and T, so stakeholders are continuously trying to maintain recreation on a moderate level,
synchronizing the needs of every party. In the case of reed production and fish production, trade-offs
with wildlife communities were also found, but as in the case of recreation, the moderate use of both
ESs, taking the threshold of the fishpond systems’ carrying capacity into account, was mentioned
as a great way of avoiding most of the negative impacts. The only synergy occurred between fish
production and wildlife communities (Figure 3), as multiple experts highlighted that fish growth
in semi-intensive aquacultures is highly dependent on natural food sources (algae, macroinvertebrates,
etc.) provided by the wildlife communities and mostly maintained by the fish farms.
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circle around all ESs—fishpond systems’ wildlife communities; black squares—provisional ES;
blue square—regulating and maintaining ES; orange square—cultural ES; green arrows—positive
impacts; red arrows with broken lines—negative impacts).
4. Discussion and Conclusions
Despite their productional function, freshwater aquacultures can be great examples of agric ltural
areas where environmen ally friendly management allows the collabora o of nature and humanity,
resulting in a great variety of ESs and natural values. Until now, however, no study has been
implemented to confirm this statement by showcasing the full repository of fishpond systems’ actual
ESs. To provide more evidence on this topic, we conducted participatory research and assessed the
knowledge and perceptions of 22 local experts related to three semi-intensively managed fishpond
systems in Hungary. Our exploratory study confirmed the presence of 16 provisioning, regulating
and maintaining, and cultural ESs that were all listed in the theoretical work of Chen et al. [48],
and represented more than a third of the ESs that were highlighted in the summary of Willot et al. [7]
for aquacultures.
In general, cultural ESs were the most mentioned ES category by all four stakeholder sectors
represented in our study (Figure 2a, Table S4). This finding indicates that cultural ESs are commonly
utilized and acknowledged throughout the assessed fishpond systems after fish production, despite the
various demands of the different stakeholder sectors (Figure 2b, Table S5). During the interviews,
representatives of the fish farming and touristic sectors often mentioned ESs from every ES category,
while experts from the nature conservation and water management sector surprisingly showed a certain
level of insecurity in the field of regulating and maintaining ESs (Figure 2a, Table S4). The main
reason behind this could be the personal relationships between the experts and the fishponds, as all
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key-informants from fish farming and touristic sectors had close, often life-long relationships with
fishpond systems, and their work was almost solely concentrated around them, which occurred less
often for the experts of the other two sectors.
Based on their experiences, key-informants described a great variety of positive impacts related
to the identified ESs and frequently highlighted the symbiotic relationship between semi-intensive
fish production and water-related wildlife communities of the ponds, which, according to most of
our local experts, is the main reason why these artificial habitats provide a great variety of ESs.
Without fish farming, or any other type of active management, ponds would quickly transform into
homogeneous reedy areas or shrubby meadows, depending on their water resupply, which would
result in losses in both biodiversity and ESs [49]. On the other hand, wildlife communities were usually
referred to as some kind of catalyzer that could enhance fish production (with natural feed) and the
providing capabilities of the pond systems in all ES categories (Figure 3, Table S6), which is rarely
mentioned in the scientific literature (e.g., [48]). Besides the previous advantages, a few negative
impacts were also highlighted (Figure 3, Table S7). Most of them were described as potential effects only
occurring only when the use of the available supplies exceeds the fishpond systems’ carrying capacity
(e.g., unsustainable level of fish farming, reed production, or tourism). To prevent these impacts,
stakeholder groups are continuously reconciliating their plans and implementing them in agreement,
considering the protected status of the pond systems. Despite their efforts, however, the damage of fish
stocks, caused by fish-consuming bird species, such as the great cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo), has
still not been resolved and creates conflicts between fish farmers and nature conservation [50,51]. In the
case of unrevealed ecosystems, such as fishponds, with a significant added value in the description of
Social-Ecological Systems [52], the consideration of positive and negative impacts related to ESs is just
as important as the revealed ESs themselves for avoiding costly trade-offs [53–55] and promoting the
multifunctional use of landscapes [56–58].
Collecting and reconciling the knowledge and perceptions of experts by using participatory
techniques is one of the first steps for the complete assessment of ESs [4] and also a key-element required
for sustainable land use management [53,54,59,60]. Without it, conflicts might easily emerge between
stakeholder groups with opposing preferences [60], which sometimes leads to the degradation of
landscapes and ESs [61]. To prevent this, our study represents the knowledge of all local key-informants
related to the three Hungarian fishpond systems in question. In some cases, stakeholder sectors
consisted of only a few relevant key-informants, which did not allow us to compare the general
perceptions of the stakeholder sectors. However, our main goal was not to provide quantitative data,
but to characterize the ES providing capabilities of the selected fishpond systems by assessing the
available information of all relevant experts with qualitative methods [54,62,63].
In this research, we have confirmed that semi-intensively managed freshwater fishpond systems
in Hungary can ensure a great variety of ESs, including provisioning, regulating and maintaining,
and cultural ESs, and we have also provided an insight into the impacts, interactions, and stakeholder
demands that should be considered in the planning of land-use strategies. However, it is important to
note that these results only represent the capabilities of semi-intensive fishpond systems and are not
applicable in the case of extensive or intensive management.
Hungarian fishpond systems are still far away from fulfilling their full potential. With our results,
we would like to pay more attention to freshwater aquacultures’ ES providing capabilities and create
a base for long-awaited, more quantitative analyses (e.g., [23]) (23) of these unique habitats, where,
as one of our key-informants described, “every single day has its own miracle”.
Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2073-4441/12/8/2144/s1:
Table S1: Questions of the structured interviews; Table S2: Revealed ESs of the fishpond systems; Table S3:
Number of times when the listed ESs were highlighted by the key-informants of the selected fishpond systems;
Table S4: Mean mentioning values of the main ES categories, where FF—fish farming, NC—nature conservation,
WM—water management, and T—tourism; Table S5: Mean importance values of the main ES categories, where
FF—fish farming, NC—nature conservation, WM—water management, and T—tourism; Table S6: Revealed
positive impacts related to the listed ESs with the number of times when they were mentioned by the members of
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each stakeholder sector of the selected fishpond systems. FF—fish farming, NC—nature conservation, WM—water
management, and T—tourism; Table S7: Revealed negative impacts related to the listed ESs with the number of
times when they were mentioned by the members of each stakeholder sector of the selected fishpond systems.
FF—fish farming, NC—nature conservation, WM—water management, and T—tourism.
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